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PACHOPAMKEHMA [0 SKSAPXATY 


RESOLUTIONS FOR THE EXARCHATE 


Ilo pacnopsxennio BeicokonpeocBameHnHehwero 
Makapus, Apxuenuckona Aneytckoro u Cepepo- 
Amepukanckoro, S«k3apxa Mockosckoii | latpuapxun 
no CepepHoi u fOxHOoi AmMepnke: 

CaaumeHHuk Esrenuii Onenan HasHaueH HacTosTe- 
sem Kempuaxckoii Cepadbumosckoii wepKBu (uTaTa 
Maccauysertc). 


Yupapasiouni Jleiamn OK3apxata: 
Iipotovepei Hocud Jicsonunk. 
Cexpetapb Enapxuanbxoro Coseta: 
Ipotroauakon WnnoKkertHit Cemos. 





By Resolution of His Eminence Archbishop Makary, 
Archbishop of the Aleutian Islands and North America 
and Exarch of the Moscow Patriarchate in North and 
South America: 

Priest Eugene Olendy is appointed parish priest of 
the parish of St. Seraphim of Sarov in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. 


Archpriest Joseph Dzvonchik 
Chancellor of the Archdiocese 


Secretary of the Archdiocese 
Protodeacon Innocent Semoff 





CBATbIE PYCCKOM LEPKBH 


(Hav no cmapouy emuso) 


1—-Cs. ®OTHM murponosant Mockoscruii. 


3—Cs. Baaros. Kusa3spa BACHIUM u KOHCTAH- 

THH BCEBO.A0JOBH4UM Apocaapcrue. 

Cs. penoqo6nne MOAHH u JOTTUH Apo- 
CAaBCKHE, 

Cs. IIpenogoon. MOAHH u JOTTHH Apeur- 
ckHe. 

Cs. 6aax. MOAHH Mocxoscrnii (Opoqusnii. 

Cn. IIpenoqodunfi HAROTMM Roxeosepcrnit. 


5—-Cn. penoqo6nni CEPTUM Pajzonexcruii. 
Cs. IIpenogo6nne PEOTOCHM u APAHACHH 
Uepenopenkue. 


6—Cn. Baaros. HY TJMAHUA Oapan- 


ckas. 
7—Cs. Baaros. Bea. Kaaruna EBJORUA-EB®PO- 
CUHUA Mocroscraa. 
8—Cs. Baaxenniii TPOKRONUM Wpornssi Yeriox- 
cknii. 
Cs. Tpapequnii TIPOKOMMM Yenaucenii. 


10—Cs. [peno,o6nnfi AHTOHUM MMeyepexnii. 
11—Cs. Baarozs. PapnoanoctroapH. KRusruna OJbBIA. 


12—Cs. Myyenuxu ®EO JOP u MOAHH Kuescrae. 
Cs. CEPAITHOH Enucron Baaguuupcrnit. 
Cs. [penogo6unifi APCEHUM Hosropogcrni. 
Cs. penoso6nnii CUMOH Boaomcxuii. 


Kusikna 


14—Cn. IIpenoqo6nmii CTE®AH Maxpunicruii. 


15—-Cz. Baaroz. Papnoanoctroapnnit Kasasb BJATM- 
MHP. 





17-—Cs. Tpenogodnsiii HPHHAPX Hrymen Coaoveu- 
Kui. 


Cs. Tpeno,o6nnit TEOHU), Yerpuerymcrnii. 


18—Cs. [penoqo6nni MOAHH Muoroctpagaapuniii. 
Ca. Tpenoqodnni JEOHTUM Kapuxoscenii. 
19—Cs. TIpenoqo6nmti CEPA®UM Caposcruii. 
Cs. Baaros. Kuasp Myyennk POMAH Pasau- 
CKHH. 
20—Cs. IIpenoqo6unii ABPAMUM Uyxaomcrnit Ta- 
aMacKHii. 
21-—Cs. IIpeno,o6nnii OHYSPUM Teyepcruii. 
22—C. IIpenoqo6nnii KOPHU.IMM Tepescaancenii. 
24—-Cs. Baaropepx. Kua3spa Myyenuxn BOPUC u 
PTEB. 
Cs. [Ipenoqo6nnfi TOTJMKAPIT Apxumanspur 
Ileyepcruii. 


25—Cs. Ipenogo6uni MAKAPHM MKearosorcknii u 
Yuxencruit. 


26—Cs. IIpenoxo6nni MOUCEM Yrpuu. 


27—C. Ilpanequnii HAKOJAM Kayanos Wpogu- 
Boil. 
Cs. MOACA® Murponosut Mocroscrnit. 


29—Cn. Tpenogo6nnit KOHCTAHTHH Kocnucenii. 
Cs. Ipenoqo6nnf POMAH Kupxaucrnit. 


30-—Cs. IIpenojo6npri TEPMAH Cosonenkuit. 
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CYLECTBYET JIM “HECBOBOAHAA” LEPKOBb ? 


Ham lIpHX0AHA0Cb TOROPUTh O OeceMbICACHHOCTH Ha- 
sbiBaHHA Pyeckoii Tpasocaapnoit Tepren — necnodo;- 
HOM. OHAKO, STHM CAMBIM MBI He XOTHM OTPHILATh Cy- 
ilecTROBAHHE HecBOOOAHON LepkBH B MHpe BOOOMIE Ht 
B YacTHOcTH B Ameprke. Kak peakni [parocaapnnii 
UPHXOA OTKPHBAeTCA AMIMb BAACTHIO MeCTHOTO enHc- 
Kola, TAK H BCAKAA eapxXnA HAM MATpOHOAWIHii 
OKPyr NOAyYaeT NpaBo Ha CBOOOAY CBOeTO CYMLeECTBO- 
BaHHA AHMb OT cBoeH Bepxonnof Meprosxofi Baactu. 

Hi B HacTOsmee BpeMaA B AMepHKe, He BOUpeRH, a 
Olaroqapa, 3akony Koncturymun uMeeTca HecBOOOI- 
Had Ilepkonp. CopepmeHHo Tak w#e, Kak pete B 
Poccnm Obl1a, paspelieHHad BAACTHIO HM awe TO]- 
JepkaHHasd eo, HO 3aupemeHHasd IlarpnHapxueli, u 
HoTOMy HecBOOOAHAA, Tak Ha3sbBaemas, Jkupaa Wan 
OOHOBIeHYeCKAA TepKOBb, Tak u cefi¥ac B AMepuKe 
eCTb, XOTA MH paspemenHad TpawklaHCKAMA BAACTAMH, 
HO 3anpemjeHHas ['aanow u Cunogom Pyccrot Iepr- 
BH, HMeHyWMad ceOa un Pyccroi un Ipapocazapnoli - 
PeoPuAOBCKAA WePROBb. 

I[epkoBb 9TAa, Kak salpenleHHad B TawHCTBAX Hi 
CAYKEHHH, He CBOOO,HA HMMeHHO OaarofapaA BakOHY 
Amepukancroh Kouerutyuua; Ronerarymua obecne- 
YnHBaeT CBOOOAY BCAKOMY BePOHCHOBeAAHHW, Ipu3sHa- 
Bast KAHOHHYECKHE TpaBa 3a TlaBaMH ;WpuCAMRUNH, Hu 
NOTOMY YBaxkaeT 1paBo 3a YTAMH TAABAMH AMMATb He- 
OCTOHHEIX: NacTHpe CROOOTH CBAIMEHHOLeCTROBATD. 
Murponoanaufi Oxpyr, nepapxua koero 3anpemena 
Caatefiinmmm Ilarpuapxom u ero CBameHnHiim CuHo,0M 
H npeqana IepKopnomy Cyjy, KOHeaHO, 1OAKeH 110- 
YTATECA B Tpeetax AMePHRA 3akOHOMOCAVMANMH 
aMepHkaHaMu, kak nepKonh HECBOBO HAA. 

Jipyroe wero, ecan aan OTBepHyanch oT IIpaso- 
ClaBHO NpaoTIOBCKOl BepbI H, He KelaA UPHMRHYTb 
K ApyroMy cynlecTByWUleMy BeponcCHoBeaHHW, HILT 
COB1aTh CBOW COOCTBEHHYH PeAHTHOSHYW OpranHsa- 
maw. Tora, MOTH Ob WH OHH BOCTOAb30BATbCA Ipepo- 


craBisemoli um honcrutyuMefi Hameii cTpanbt cBo- 
Oo,0H, HO IPH YCAOBHM HUKAK He HMeHOBATH CeOa HH 
Pyccroii, Hu [panocaapnoii, usneprawmei ux OT ce- 
Oa, ILeprosbn. 


OHM MOTYT IIpHAyMaTh cede RAKOe YFOHOe HasBa- 
Hue, HO, Kak YacTb PyecKol Ipanocaapnol Iepxen, 
OHH. 3Anpemendt uU neCeOOOONdL, a IPOOIKaA PyHK- 
I\HOHUpOBaTh, OHH KAHOHAM IIpeCTYIHBI. 


Ocaymannem xe cBoemy «]lyxopHomy OTIy>, OHH 
BMecTe ¢ TeM HapymawT WH papa, JapoBanube Ame- 
PHKAHCKHM SakOHOM BCAKOM peaMTUH, CBOOOAHO B BTOH 
cTpaHe CYMeCTROBATh H KaHOHHYeCKH caMoyIIpaB- 
AaTb¢ea; B OopbOe NpoTHB cBOeli PeAMTUM, OHH HAYT 
npoTuB 3akona KonctratyuHu, T. k. 3a0bBaT, 4TO B 
vTOH cTpane eCTb TOIbKO CBOOOa PeANTHH, a He TaK- 
xe cBOOO,a HM aHTHperHTHOsHOTO jeficTBa, Kak B 
IpyTHX CTpanax. 


IIpuMepHo B TeX 2ke WPHAMYECKUX H KAHOHHYECKUX 
yCAOBHAX Haxo_uTca cefivac H Apyraa ueceobodnaa, 
Tak HashiBaemas, SapyOexHaa nan Rapasopalikaa 
epkosb. Ona Takike HMenyeT ceda u Pyccrofi a IIpa- 
BocAaBHOH H AO CHX TOp cuMTaeT ceOa TepKOBbw TH- 
XOHOBCKOW, CTapasdch IPH3HABaTh BCe YKa3H MOKOH- 
Horo IlarpHapxa, kKpoMe Toro, KOTOpHIM eme B 1922 
Tory Ona ObIAa ANMeHa CBOOOAH JeficTBOBATD. 


Virak, 11a uckpenhe unTepecywomuxca cBodoroh 
IlepKBH «CHO, 4¥TO ecTh TOBCHAY H B AMepHke TORE 
TOABKO OHA cBOOOTHaAd Caataa Pyccxaa IIpanocaas- 
Haat [epkopb, NOLYHHeHHAA CBOeMY 3aKOHHOMY ['sape, 
Tlarpnapxy Mocroscromy u Bees Pycn;  HKa- 
Khe rpaxklanckne noOsnMelickKHe HAH BOeHHHIe Mepbl 
cBoooxy Ilepkau He yMaisioT, a Tem Ootee TOHHTEAb- 
Hbe MepoupHatTua Ke TOAbKO BOSBHIMIAWT MH yRpenlas- 
wT, #60 nocTpoena CBatast Iepkosb Ha KpOBH My¥e- 
HHKOB, a He Ha AWWHOM OAaTONOAyYHH W3MeHHHKOB 
Ee. 











4 ENMUHASA WEPKOBb 





HE BCHME BOL, AB MPABRE! 


9-ro Maa cero roga [lapwaxcrnit cyq Bhrnec pe- 
mieHHe 0 HemMelAeHHOH Tepeqayn Pycckoh kaayon- 
MmeHCkKOh WepKBH HM WepKOBHOrO uMyMecTBa B CeRT 
skeneBbeB MUTpONOANTy Baaaumupy OKBAPXY 
IlarpHapxa honcranimHonuospcKoro. Pemenne 651410 
BbIHeECeHO Oe3 paccMOTpeHHA, pecTaBAeHHHx Pyc- 
ckow IlepkoBbw JOKYMeHTOB H (hakTHYeCKH Oe3 cay- 
MaHHsA ela, a Ha OCHOBAHHH KAeBeETHHYECKOTO adp- 
(PHASBUTA, HOAMMCAHHOTO MHTponOANTOM BaaqumMupom 
HM apxuManAputom Cannoli Ulumkesnyem 0 noantH4e- 
CKOH “HeOAArOHAeARHOCTH HacTOATeEAA WepkKBU Mpo- 
Tonepea OTHa .[bBa J[nneposcKoro. IIpeacegateab cy- 
a pelleHia we noqnmcad. 

CHoBa Tepe, BCeM MHPOM OTKPbIBAeTCA IpaBora 
CaaToi Pyccro epren: kakHMH-10, HeEBeOMBIME HH 
Ppaniy3ckomy, HH AMepHkaHCKOMY HpaBocyAnW, Me- 
pamMH Bpaxjednan Pyccro Ilepkeu cropona He 10- 
myckaeT CiyManhe Trosoca WpaBAb, wpexcexaredb- 
CTBYWMMA CYIOM OTKASHIBAeTCA Y4ACTBOBATD B penie- 
HHH WOLOOHOTO Cya, a CaMO pemenne BHIHOCHTCA 
TOADKO OAarogapsA BOBBe_eHHW Ha Pycckyw IlepKosb 
JKU, HOO «1BYX HCTHH He ObIBaeT>. 


«yume nocmpaddamd 3a dobprte 
Jedd, NEMCAU 3A BADE. 


(I Terp. III. 17)». 


Tetlepb HeKOTOpble CTOPOHHHKH MATpONOANTa Baa- 
\MMHpa, TO-AH Jad yremeHna OTia nnepoBcKoro, TO 
AH B 3allHTy HMCHH CaMOrO MHTPOHOANTA, CTApAWwTCcs 
OObACHHTH, YTO OYATO OBI adpPpuAVBUT CBOH MHTpONO- 
AJMT HOAUHCaAd He YTAB erO H B HOAHOM HeBeeHUH. 
MbI padbl vTO CAbIMAaTb, 160, ecan vTO LelicTBHTeAbHO 
Tak, TO BO BpeMA pelcTomMero CAYMAHHA ela BO 
BIOPOH HHCTAHIMH MATPONOANT CMOKET TOAATh CBOL 
HOLIMHHDIA ad«pH9BHT WIN JMGHO Ha cyqe Onpo- 
Bepruyth cBoe Coy4uacTHe B KAeBeTe, H TOrAa Mb CAY- 
XaM JTHM ¢ elle OOAbMeH paocTbw ToBepHM. 


Bo Beskom caygae B Equnof [lepxeu Xpuerosoii 
«cTpalaet JH OAH YWeH, CTpPaqawTr C HUM BCe YeHb> 
(I hop. XII. 26), tak 4 MBI cKOpOMM O HeB3TO,ax Opa- 
TH HamMux 3a OKeaHOM, Tak Ke, KaK MH OHH, lepexki- 
BawT Hall TopectTH HW Haun TAKOM, OODeMHEHHHIC 
¢ HAMM OHO HagemOl KOrqa HHOYAb MH BOBpajo- 
BaTbCA BMECTe OOMLEIO PaOcThyV. 

lloka wwe OyeM yrellaTh H YkpelAATh ceOa cOsHa- 
HHeM HpasoTn Hamel CBOBOTHOM or 340051 n aaKH 
[lepkBH. 





EWLE Ob EQMUHCTBE WEPKBM 


lopopaA 0 IlepKOBHOM e@HHCTBE, MBI OOLIKHOBCHHO 
CTApaeMCA HOKAZATH HECYMLECTBEHHOCTS IPH4HH, BbI- 
CTABAACMHX PACKOADHHKAMH HM MpecTyuHOCTL BHECe- 
HHA MMM pas_opa BOTY BRICIIYW CeMbw, OTIOM, KOTO- 
po spasetca Cam Xpuetoc. Ofnako, He caenyel 
3a0bBaTb HM ApPYryW CTOpOHY LWepKOBHOTO eHHCTBA, 
T. @. HCKaHHe (akTHyeckoro elMHeHHA MewaAy Opa- 
THAMH, pasOpocanHHbIMH 0 cReTy. Kak npHATHO JAA 
Hallero COBHAHHA YCAMMATh U3 JadteKka LOOpoe CAOBO 
COYUVBCTBUA B HAMIMX TOPAX; Tak M. 6. MOPadbHO MO- 
KEM MBI TOMO4b H HOALepAKaTh MH HAMIHX OpaTbeR 10- 
BCWAY HepeHocamMx cefigac TAKeAMe TOL NpHTec- 
HeHHA, 

Bor, Hanpumep, B JaszeKoh CkanquHaBHn, B IMmBer- 
ckom ropoze Ecrnapctyna, ecthb Pyecrufi papocaan- 
Hb xpam BO HMA cTOAb OansKoro IpanocaaBHhM 
amepHkaniiam Caatutean Hnnoxentua Hpryrexoro. 
IlocrpoeH 9TOT XpaM Ha AMYHHe cpexcTBAa NpoTo- 
Hepea oTua Asekcanapa PyOna, Ha nocaeqnnh npass- 
Huk PoxXecTBa Harpaxjennoro Yrasom Casrefimero 
Ilarpnapxa Asexcua Murpow. Oren Asexcanap B [ITpe- 
MH COBepmeHO OMA C Hpectapeszoh MatymKol cay- 
«KUT exe_HeBHbie J[MTYpPrun, WOcemlaeT BeEPYWNINX B 
OKPeCTHOCTAX M HO Upas_HHKaM HapemaeT H OKOpM- 
AseT OpranHs0BaHEnh uM HeOoabmoh npnxo, B Hop- 





Xpam B 4ectb Cantutean WnnoKentua Upnytcnoro 
B Ecnhuapctyna (Useuna) 














ENMUHAA WEPKOBb 








nerun. Ho cuaza Bpara Iepxen n B jazenol Mnennn, 
B YOOTOM MaJeHbKOM NpHXoze, HM TaM He OcTaBaseT Ee 
H TaM Okpyxaet Ke J0xbI0 H KaeReTO. Bo Bpema 
BOMHKE NOABHAACh TaseTHasA CTAaTbA, 4TO Gy_ATO OTe 
AdekcaHip BMecto Powyectnenckoro Esanreansa 4n- 
tat «Mefin Kamm», a nexaBHo mepex MMacxoii, cror- 


PyOma «popiocT OoAbMeBHsMa, Bey Mad Upomaranyzy 
kpacHbix nei». Bee Ta ke TakTHKA, AOcTOMHaA ad- 
(pPHASBATA MHTponOANTa BaaquMupa WAM TaseTHHIX 
HHTepBbW MHUTponoANTOB Peodusa Hu JTeonTHA. 

Bee 9T0 He MO#KeT He CAYAUTH HAM UPAMHIM 1OKa- 
3ATCAbCTBOM TOTO, 4YTO B UpaBle MBI, «M60 TO YroOAHO 


TOACKHH HacTOATeAL paspasnica Oymaroti B Jenap- 
tament hyaptos, aro 6yxro Ilepkonb mporonepes 




















Bory, ecam kT0, NOMENA O Kore, nepenocnT cKop- 
On, CTpagqaa HecnpaBexanpo. (I Ierp. IT. 19)>. 





HAM NUWYT U3 OPAHUUYN 


BO33BAHHE JIETCKOPO OTJLEJIA 
COt3A TIPABOCJIABHbIX TIPHXOJLOB 


Yxe Tpetuii rox Cows npHxo10B OpraHusyer AeTCKHe KOAOHHM HM TpeTH pas 
oOpaulaetca K APy3bAM AeTei Cc Npocb6oii NOMO4b uM BEIeXaTb 43 IlapwxKa HM YBH- 
eth Boxuii Mup. Sto He CKy4HOe NOBTOpeHue Bce TOH xe Npocb6nl: eno Cowsa 
NpuXOAOB pasBuBaeres, yrayOusmoTcs H pacuiMpsOTCA ero 3aa4H, y Hac BCe 60Nb- 
Wie OLeH WKEPTBEHHO OTLAIOUINX CBOE BPeMA, 3HAHHA, CHIBI, CBOe CepAlle Ha BOC- 


NHTAaHHe TONpacTawwulero MOKOJICHHA. 


Mbt oOpauiaemcs K BaM HE KaK NPOCHTeAH K HMYLULMM, a KaK JIO2H HMeIOULHe, 
K JOM, KOTOPbIM TIpewiaraeM cTaTb B HallM pAlb, YTO6RI COMelicTBOBaTD 60.1b- 
OMY LL@€PKOBHOMY H pyccKomy ey. Ilomorute, 4em MOxeTe pa6orToili, 1eHb- 


raMu, KHHraMH, HrpylliKaMH, HHBeHTapem. 
HE OCTABAMITECb B CTOPOHE, BYJIbTE C HAMH. 


Ilapux. 1951 r. Cows [Mpasocaasnpix [Mpuxonos. 


[Ipocb6a Ko Bcem, Oco6GeHHO K NpHexaBWwiHM u3 PpaHUHnH Hn 3HAICUIMM TaxKeAOe 
NOAOKEHHE PYCCKHX jLeTeH TaM, HaNpaBATh NOKEPTROBAHHA HEMOCPeACTBEHHO 
P YeKAMH HH NOYTOBBIMH NepeBowamu Ha uma: Rey. Archimandrite Nicholas, 5, rue 


Petel, Paris XV, France nan ‘‘One Chureh’’ 15 East 97 Street, N. Y. C. ana ne- 





pecbiiku BO Ppanunw. 
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KPATKHE CBEJIEHHSA O JIETHHX JIETCKHX 
KOJIOHHAX COHO3A TIPABOCJIABHbIX 
MIPHXOJLOB BO ®PAHLLHH 


Ilo upuMepy upomanx aer, Cows mpaBocaaBaHx 
IPHXOAOB OpranhsyeT KOAOHHW JAA MAAeHDKUX JeTeli 
H Jarepbh JAA NOApOcTKOR, 


lea» Kosonud, Hamm tern waxo_stes B TAKKOM 


{YXOBHOM COCTOAHHM, CeMbe NOAGAC TPYAHO CUpaBuTD- 
cA © BAMAHMeEM Yann. Ileap AeTHHX aarepell upuATH 
Ha HOMOM) POANTeAAM, YKpeNHTD XapakTep H 3)0- 
pobbe JeTeh, BOCHMTATh HX B AWOBH K Npapocaapnoh 
pyccko Ilepkan. Koaonna ne Kasapma, a Ooapmaa 
\pyKHAA CeEMbA, NOVTOMY KOAMYeCTRO JeTell 


orpaHi- 
yeHo B kosOHHH CeH-.ly 35 JeTDMH, a B rOpHOM Aare- 
pe 50. 


I. Jemexaa xosonun 6 wamo C.-y 6au3 Ulapmpa. 
IipuHuMawrcs JeTH B BOspacte oT 6-10 ser. Bea mpo- 
rpaMMa H Pe@KMM AUBHH TPHCHOCOOACHH CHelIMAADHO 
\4A Miadmero Bospacta. pn jome nepKonp. Boab- 
moh cay HM Aec B 10 PeKTAapoB, MHOTO CBeTAa HM BOBTYXA, 
Lyi, HoMemeHne AAA Kaverb, Tpanenui w up. 

Becean 10 Saxony Boxnemy, yporu pycexoro ashi- 
Ka, TAHA, PHTMHYeCKAA THMHaCTHKA, pywHo TpyA 
(JeKa, PHCOBAHHe, MNHMTbe), KYKOADHHI TeaTp, BOA- 
mednni onaps. Iporyann, urpH. 3a s,0poBbem cae- 
\HT ONHITHAA (peAbAMepHita. SLopoBHi, chiTHHH CTOI. 

OTKphiTHe KOAOHHH 3-rO HWAA, 3akpHTHe 29-ro 
CeHTAOPA. 


Il. lopuoit aarepo 6 Bepmwa, Om-Caeye, 6.1u3 Ke- 
nec u Annemacca, Larepbh pacnosoKen B AKABOTC- 
HOll MECTHOCTH, Ha AeCHCTOM CKAOHE TOPH, Ha 850 M. 
BLICOTH. JleTn pasmentawTca B Hadarkax. Ha cbepme 

Ooapnm4ka, KyXHa, OnOanorena. I[pu aarepe 10- 
XOlHad Hepkonb. Beceqw Ha AYXOBHMe MH KyAbTYpHO- 
upocneTuTeabhne Tembl. Xop, opKeerp, cnopt. ho- 
CTphl, AaabHve NOXOAM. OTKpHITHe Aarepa 20 HwAd. 
Oxonganne | centadpa. 

Umo NHaA0O0 UMECNib 6 CUOY np sanueu, CTOHMOCTb 
ua 300 dp. (ipHoa.: SO cenTosB), pH sanncnH He- 
OOXOAHMO BHeCTH 250 (pp. perucTpalwoHAbX, KOTOpBHe 
BOsBpaTy He Hossexat u 1000 dp. B cueT naaTH. He- 
HMYUHe MOTYT HOLaTh BasBAeHHe O CHAREHHH WAATHL. 
ler IpHHAMawtesd He MeHee, YeM Ha MecsIl, 


JJorropcknil OcMOTp COCTOHTCA 8a HeCKOADKO jHell 
(0 OTHPAaBKH B KOAOHHH, HeEOOXOAHMO TIpe_cTAaBHTh 
yAoctonepeHne 0 TIpHBUBKe TeTAaHOCa H anTHiapatH- 
(ponanoh, ecan Takonada Oblaa Cletana B TpomsoOM 
roly, HeOOXOAMMO CeAaTD panned. JlelicrauTeabHbI 
CBU AeTeALCTBA BPadwa, YTO MO COCTOAHHW SOpOBbA 
IPpHBHBKa He MOrda OITh Cedana. 

Bee cupanku u sauneb y A. ®, Ilymkunoli, 5, pw 
Ilereab. Ilapna (15). Tam-a&e JeTH MOryT TO7yYHTb 
OLCHKAY HW OOVBH AAA NOeC3AKM B KOAOHHD. 





HA MOPILTY 0. TIPOTOHEPES HUKOAAH JEBHTEROPO 


3 ropoxze Hourerayn (Oxaiio) rHxo, cnoKolino 
yiliel’ B BeEUHOe yHOROeHHe CcoOpaT Ham ore, HuKoaszaii 
-lesuukui, Kak YecTHbi nu BepHhit cayxurean Aata- 
pa ILepxeu Xpucroroii. 

M3 amannx Oecex, ¢ noKoliunm ornom Hukoaaem 
BCHOMMHANWTCA CTO CAOBA Ha COBPEMEHHYW TeMY 0 M10- 
JOKEHHM BePYWULANX B Hamel wepKoBHO emyTe: «He 
xOUy yMeperTh, TOBOPHA OH, OTAYYCHHHM H 3a- 
upemenih™ caaTnwn Kanonawn name Marepu- 
llepken; Tora Kakoll orpeT « Aam Hepex IIpectoaom 
Beepnmuero, Kora Npuset BpeMA ?>. Tak noKotinnil 
LOOpHA WacThpbh NOHHMadl HacTostee nosOMeHHe UH 
OAT WpaBoOcCsAaBHBIX H Tak HayYad CBOHX AYXOBHBIX 
wal. 

Heowxnjsanno yuied AwWOnMBI HaCTOATeAD OT CBOMX 
lacOMBIX, KOTOPHX OH TYXOBHO OKOPMAAA cBbIMe 18-TH 
Jer. HeoxuganHo, noToMy, 4TO OH ene cayana Be- 
aukufi Kanon Anapes Kpurckoro, a Ha BTOpol end, 
fr. @. B YeTREPT HOWW, VIOKOHACA, YoneR BCE Ae LaTh 
marymke Mapun .lesnukol caon nocaequne HactaB- 
JeHHA. 

Ilorpe6enne cocroaasoch 16-ro anpeaa mpH cocay- 
*KeHHM OTHOB upoTonepeesw C. Kosaabuyra, II. Be- 
jepko 4 cBameHHuKOB A. Ilanpko, ®. Banura u K. 
Kaccatkuna. Heemorpa na 10, 4TO JeHb Ona OyrHHh 


coOpadocb OoAbIMOe KOAMVECTBO Hapojy, YTOOKL OTLATb 
nocaelHHH OAL WH BbIPasHTh 4YVBCTBA AWOBH H MOUH- 
TaHHsA K cBoeMy HacToaTeaw. Drum Hounrerayncnuli 
IpHXOA upHodpea Beeodmee yBaxkenne, a reper Toc- 
noxom borom Oaarocaopenve. He BecwAy BUAMM MBI 
CTOAb APKO UPOABACHHYW CHHOBbW AWOORD K CBOeEMY 
HacThHph, yrepannyw BMecte c Bepow HW ApeBHHM 
OraarowectHeM. 

Y noroinoro orna Hakosaa Ona0 MHOTO ANYHNX 
ipyseli H OHM HONpHesxaan Ha norpedcnue, HO 4TO 
KE NOAVYHAOC b 7 Uysersy A WH COBHaBadA ceOa Balpe- 
M@HHBIMH, OHH He CMOrAH IPHHATH y4acTHe B lorpe- 
OeHHH HW MOAHTBEHHO IIpHRacaThew K noKOHHOMY. A 
Hapol, CMOTpedA Ha ¥9TO H BHAeCA B STOM AHITb ammAnhi 
upuMep Masopepna. Bor qo Yero AOBeAH LOANTHKAHDI 
IIpanocaapanii Pyeckuii napox B oTO cTpane. 

Ilo NOKOMHOM OTHE OCTAANCH: BLOBA MATYMIKA HW Ba 
chiHa, 06a elle He aweHaTHe H NpoKMRaWnIHe B UH 
karo, 

Kak ,oOpnii nactraph croero AWOUMOTO CTAAa, OTET 
Hukosal nowxesaa OntTh norpebeHHhiM Ha MecTHOM 
Ka OnnTe cpelH CBOHX JYXOBHBIX 4a, W8 KOHX OH 
MHOTHX CaM 3)eCb TIOXOPOHHA 3a rocae HHne 18 xer 
cRoero CAYMCHHA. 


IIporonepeti Cacea Koeaanuyx. 
I | 
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é Tloceawaw npomoduaxony H. H. Cemoey. 
IIpekpaceH xpamM cTapHHnii, cTHabanii, 
B CHAU BOCKOBHX cBe4yeli, 

| Mepiawt pagyrof ayyeti 


Path Jamal, CKROSb THM Kaldnabanii. 


: Ilepex HKOHAaMH KaQuT 
IIporoqHakonH BeanyaBHil. 
Bac Hanokentus oxtapol, 
Kak MeqHHI KOAOKOA 3BY4HT. 


Hi necnonenbe xopoBoe 

[lanBeT MIMpoOKOW BOAHO:, 

Kak Oyxro He60 roay6oe 
PasBep3a0cb cBeTaonh rayOunol. 


Enuckol MOJHT O NpouleHbH 
Aym, 3a0ayquBMuXCA BO MTIe, 
O OsarolaTHOM OUHIMeHbH, 

OQ MHpe BeYHOM Ha 3eMiJe. 


Sabha 3a MOporomM xpama 
SeMHNX BOAHEHHH cyerTa... 
H cneTuT B AWMKe (puMHaMa 
THcayeseTHaAa Me4Ta. 


Jiuava HenhgoBa-PupelicKxaa. 
Jlenp Cs. Tponusi 1951 r. 
Hp Mopk. 








CBATO-HAKOSAEBCKHM KADEQPANbHbIA COBOP 
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The Foundations of Christian Culture 


By Proressor I. A. ILyin 


The whole of Christian history is, strictly speaking, 
nothing less than an unique and grand quest of Chris- 
tian culture. Beginning from the earliest Apostolic 
times, from the Pentecost (Acts 2), from the first mir- 
aculous cure effected by Apostle Peter (Acts 3), and 
from the earliest Christian communities (Acts 4-5), 
and it ended with the Papal encyclical, “Rerum Nova- 
rum,” and the accomplishments of the All-Russian 
Sobor of the Orthodox Church in 1917-18. 


It is known of course that this great quest brought 
out some extreme teachings. Some were ready to re- 
nounce in Christ’s name the culture of the world and 
even the world itself within whose bounds this culture 
is created, while others were ready to accept too much 
of the purely worldly and secular, even to the point 
of losing entirely the Spirit of Christ. The Christian 
Church, however, has always sought to find between 
these two extremes a middle path, vital and provident, 
that would truly lead from Christ to the world, root- 
ing itself deep in Christ and creatively nourishing the 
fabric of human life with His rays. It is on this path 
that all those who reflect on the creation of a Christian 
culture must establish themselves. 


In order to accomplish this, however, it is first of all 
necessary to rid oneself of the temptations of rational- 
istic formalism. It is wrong to think that the New 
Testament is a “Book of Laws” containing a system 
of set rules for all incidents and problems arising in 
life and that it is only necessary for the Christian to 
familiarize himself with these rules and carry them 
out in life. This conception, which is perhaps approp- 
riate in Judaism and probably forgivable in a beginning 
lawyer, is completely inappropriate within the frame- 
work of the Christian faith. It inevitably leads a per- 
son to a series of purblindly set questions and equally 
purblind answers; it leads every Christian to a reading 
of the Gospels according to the letter and to a bookish, 
deficient and dead interpretation of them. But it will 
not lead him to an enlivening creation, filled with the 


Spirit and Wisdom. 


Equally useless would be all attempts to “complete” 
the Holy Gospels by adding that which is not con- 
tained in them. At best, this would only lead to ab- 
stract and lifeless treatises on “moral theology,” similar 
to those contributed to Christian literature by the Jes- 
uits, in whose writings the whole of life is prefigured 
and supplied with “rules” and advice, but the active 
Christian conscience is replaced by rational analysis 
and formal deduction which lead a person to confusion 
and corruption. 


The Holy Gospel is a book of faith, freedom and 
conscience and not a book of rules and regulations. 
One must read and understand the Holy Gospel with a 


living spirit, with the innermost depths of one’s faith, 
one’s freedom and one’s conscience, and not by a for- 
mal rationalism. The Holy Gospel comprises a blessed 
and free Spirit Who must be accepted with one’s own 
spirit, not with a common-place, trivial, Philistine 
mind but with one’s free, conscientous and spiritual 
sight, with one’s ability to contemplate with the heart 
and to believe with his, vision. 


Then it will be seen that the Holy Gospel is not a 
book which strangles a person with rules but a running 
current of love and vision flowing into one’s soul and 
arousing therein the innermost sources of our own 
spirituality: this current penetrates us and frees in us 
an independent vision, judgment and creativeness. 


The Holy Gospel (literally, it means “good news”) 
took place and was recorded not for the purpose of 
transforming man into a frightened slave awaiting 
punishment and not daring to act on his own initiative. 
Such a servant is needed neither by God por by the 
people, and certainly he cannot create a Christian cul- 
ture. It was written for the purpose of giving man 
freedom in the Spirit—not freedom without the spirit 
for that would be the blind and sensual arbitrariness 
of destruction, .and not spirituality without freedom 
for that would be a formal righteousness of a lifeless 
personality, but a genuine freedom in the Spirit, that is, 
the gift to contemplate freely the Divine and indepen- 
dently to walk in divine ways, wholly and freely abid- 
ing with one’s spirit in the Spirit of God. 


For, “Now the Lord is that Spirit: and where the 
Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.” (2 Cor. 3:17). 
For this reason the Holy Gospel gives us “the perfect 
law, the law of liberty” (James 1:25), and who looks 
into it “and continueth therein, he being not a forget- 
ful hearer, but a doer of the work, this man shall be 
blessed in his deed” (Jawes 1:25). It beseeches us and 
teaches us “So speak ye, and so do” as speak and do 
those “that shall be judged by the law of liberty.” 
(James 2:12), and to be obedient, not like those who 
use their liberty for a cloak of maliciousness but like 
free men. (1 Peter 2:12). For, “Brethren, ye have 
been called unto liberty...” (Gol. 5:13). 


The spirit of Christianity is not bookish, pedantic 
or regulatory; instead, it re-creates and emancipates. 
It is not acquired thru a legalistic interpretation of 
words or chapters, but by the assimilation of love and 
faith, conscience and freedom. This does not mean 
that the Holy Writ is not essential; if it weren't, it 
wouldn't be Holy. On the contrary, Holy Writ is es- 
sential, and necessary and vital is Holy Tradition. But, 
it is possible to memorize Holy Writ and be thoroughly 
familiar with Holy Tradition and still not re-create 
oneself in the Christian sense. 
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Are Theophilite priests Orthodox priests? 


By THE Rev. MICHAEL J. H. WELBORN 


Let us consider the status of those men ordained in 
the Theophilite group since the issuing of the inter- 
dict by the Patriarch against Theophilius and all his 
Bishops. 

First, we know that the Orthodox Church does not 
recognize as an Orthodox Priest anyone outside her 
fold, who is non--Orthodox, and “ordained” by some- 
one non-Orthodox. She may indeed through economia 
in certain cases take such persons into the bosom of the 
Church, but as long as they are outside the Orthodox 
Church, she says that they are not Orthodox Catholic 
priests. 

The Roman idea that correct form and correct mat- 
ter coupled with apostolic succession makes a valid 
priesthood is not held by the Orthodox Church (cf. 
One Church, vol. 3, No. 4, April, 1949 pp. 11-12. 
Patriarch Sergius, “The Significance of Apostolic Suc- 
cession in the Non-Orthodox Faiths”). In the Ortho- 
dox Church, where Orthodox priests are ordained, not 
only these three above mentioned things, but also the 
Grace of the Holy Spirit working through the True 
Church of Christ is necessary. 

If the interdict of the Patriarch puts the Theophilites 
outside the fulness of the Church (and it certainly 
does) then on the basis of the above and rightly so, 
we can say that anyone “ordained” by these Theophil- 
ite bishops since the placing of the interdict is not a 
priest in the Orthodox Church. 

Secondly, let us, for the time being, assume (and it 
is a large and quite inaccurate assumption) that the 
Theophilites, both he who ordains, and he who is or- 
dained, are Orthodox. Even if they both were Ortho- 
dox Catholics in good standing (which they are not) 
the ordination would be invalid because: 

1) ordinations without the consent of the Metro- 
politan of the province are invalid (I Ec. Canon 6). 
The lawful Exarch of the Patriarchate of Moscow in 
this country is Archbishop Makary, and he, as Exarch, 
assuredly did NOT give permission for these ordi- 
nations. 

2) Ordinations by a bishop in an alien diocese are 
invalid (Ap. canon 14). Even if these Bishops were 
Orthodox (which they are not) their ordinations would 
be invalid because they would be exercising their epis- 
copal powers in the archdiocese headed by Arch- 
bishop Makary and any Russian Orthodox Bishop who 
exercises his authority in this archdiocese legally and 
rightfully must do so with Archbishop Makary’s per- 
mission. Any Russian Orthodox Bishop who attempts 
to exercise his authority in this archdiocese without 
Archbishop Makary’s permission is an alien bishop and 
exercising his authority in an (to the said Bishop) 
alien diocese. His ecclesiastical functions, including or- 
dinations, are therefore according to the canon quoted 
above, invalid. 

The Theophilites can get around this in two ways: 

1) by proving that Archbishop Makary is not the 
lawful Archbishop of this Archdiocese. This of course 


they cannot prove, and indeed they have not been so 
naive as to attempt to say or prove this. That Arch- 
bishop Makary is a lawful Orthodox Bishop, exercis- 
ing his lawful authority in an Archdiocese of the Rus- 
sian Orthodox Church over which he is the lawful 
Archbishop, is recognized by everyone and denied by 
no one. 

2) by proving thatRussian Orthodox faithful in the 
United States are not under Archbishop Makary’s 
jurisdiction, or that certain of them at least are not 
within the realm of his Archdiocese. If this a) were 
true, and b) the Theophilites were Orthodox Bishops, 
and c) they were exercising their authority over a 
diocese to which they had been legally and rightfully 
appointed, then they would not be bishops exercising 
authority in an alien diocese. But on all three counts 
the Theophilites have no stand. It has already been 
proven that all faithful Russian Orthodox in the Unit- 
ed States are within the Archdiocese of the Aleutian 
Islands and America, and under Archbishop Makary. 
I repeat, this is recognized by everyone and denied by 
no one. Of course the Theophilites are not actually 
within the Church and thereby Orthodox, and c) the 
Theophilites attempt to exercise authority in an Or- 
thodox Archdiocese over which they have not been 
legally or rightfully appointed. One cannot just assume 
the authority over an Orthodox Archdiocese—he has 
to be appointed to the diocese by the head of the auto- 
cephalous Orthodox Church of which the said diocese 
is a part. 

And if you want further proof, two bishops may 
not occupy the same see at the same time, more espe- 
cially so since one of the bishops says that the other 
has no right to exercise his authority within the said 
see. The Theophilites might even try to get around this 
by saying that theirs is a separate diocese, differing 
from the Archdiocese of the Aleutian Islands and 
North America. That well may be; but if it is then 
their diocese is certainly not a diocese of the Russian 
Orthodox Church. Who created this diocese? Under 
what Patriarch is it? Of what Orthodox Autocephal- 
ous Church is it a part? The answer is that no one 
created their “diocese” except themselves; they have 
no Patriarch but their own proud wills; they are part 
of no Orthodox Autocephalous Church, and they are 
not even in communion with any Orthodox Catholic 
Church. They indeed may be in communion with var- 
ious OTHER SCHISMATICS, from time to time, 
but after all, that is simply intercommunion between 
one schismatic and another schismatic; it has no ,re- 
lation to Orthodoxy and the Orthodox Catholic 
Churches. 

It might be claimed (though wrongly and quite il- 
logically) that those bishops of the Theophilite group 
who had ecclesiastical jurisdiction in this country while 
they were still Orthodox still have some claim to these 
sees even though the Patriarch has removed them from 

said sees. Yet this is not true since every Bishop of the 
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Orthodox Catholic Church holds his see, having been 
appointed to such by the head (in this case, the Pat- 
riarch) of the particular Autocephalous Orthodox 
Church concerned. Of course, these as well as the 
other Theophilite bishops are neither Orthodox Bishops 
nor do they hold sees in the Orthodox Catholic Church. 
Even if we granted that they were Orthodox Bishops 
(which they are NOT), still they do not hold their 
sees legally and rightfully since the Patriarch has not 
given them permission to occupy these sees. Indeed, 
not only has he NOT given them permission to occupy 
their sees, he has forbidden them to evercise any ec- 
clesiastical control over any Russian Orthodox in 
America. 

The case for the Theophilite bishops consecrated 
since 1924 by the Theophilites and particularly those 
consecrated since the placing of the interdict by the 
Patriarch,is worse yet. The very right and permission 
for their consecration was not given by the Patriarch, 
much less the permission for them to occupy an Or- 
thodox see in this country (or anywhere else for that 
matter). So that the so-called Bishop of San Francisco, 
John, for example, is not an Orthodox Bishop on at 
least four counts: 

1) he was consecrated (granting that the other de- 
tails of the consecration were valid—and this is open 
to question) without the permission of the *proper 
authorities. That is, the permission for Theophilus to 
consecrate John as a Bishop in the Russian Orthodox 
Church was never granted by the Patriarch. 

2) he attempts to occupy a see already occupied by 
a Russian Orthodox Bishop. That is, the lawful Bishop 
of San Francisco is Bishop Anthony. And manifestly 
according to Orthodox Canons two Bishops may not 
occupy the same see at the same time. 

*3) he has ordained or attempted to ordain in a dio- 
cese over which there is a lawful Russian Orthodox 
Bishop. Bishop John therefore has no legal or rightful 
jurisdiction. Even if we grant that he is a valid Or- 
thodox Bishop, he is attempting to ordain in a diocese 
that is to him an alien diocese. Such ordination are 
therefore according to Ap. canon 14, invalid. 

4) now comes the saddest thing of all. It is sad but 
it does grafically portray that once a person has done 
one wrong, he will have to do many others to sustain 
the first wrong. It is just like lies. When you tell one 
lie, you usually have to tell ten more to cover up for 
the first one. The canons violated,ignored, or deliber- 
atedly interpreted in a way to suit certain ends, are so 
many that I shall not attempt to name them all. What 
I refer to is, of course, the fact that Bishop John has 
willfully conducted Orthodox type services at a hetro- 
dox altar and in a hetrodox Temple. This is forbidden 
by the canons. That he did do this, I know for a fact 
because I saw him conducting Vespers according to 
Orthodox usage at the Protestant Episcopal Cathedral 
of St. John the Divine in New York City. And if some 
should say that he was not really intending to conduct 
services at a non-Orthodox altar, then why did he 
cease the altar at St. John the Divine? There was not 
even so much as an Orthodox ikon on the altar. It is 
indeed a strange state of affairs. 






In the short interval when the Theophilites had con- 
trol of St. Nicholas Cathedral in New York City, 
Archbishop Leonty would not conduct services there 
until he had gone around and sprinkled his “holy 
water” all over the place. A heterodox altar where 
heterodox openly serve their rebellion against Ortho- 
doxy is good enough for the Theophilites, but an OR- 
THODOX altar at which the rightful ORTHODOX 
Exarch of the Patriarch had served is NOT good 
enough for them until they have sprinkled “holy 
water” on it! 

And then too, why was there an Orthodox requiem 
service (Panikhida) performed for Protestant Episcopal 
Bishop Manning at this same Cathedral of St. John 
the Divine? Was Protestant Bishop Manning an Ortho- 
dox Bishop? Indeed not! He was not so much as an 
Orthodox layman. 


But this sad tale has a sadder section still. How 
Bishop John will ever be able to justify the following 
to his conscience and to his GOD, I will not presume 
to judge, but the following is not even proper conduct 
for an Orthodox layman, much less a priest and much 
much less a Bishop of Christ's Church . 


While Bishop John was dean of St. Vladimir's 
Seminary-Academy forbid any of the seminarians to 
attend ORTHODOX services at St. Nicholas Cathed- 
ral, while by WORD and EXAMPLE he encouraged 
them to attend PROTESTANT services. Not only 
was he not attending the flock of Christ, he was ac- 
tually harming it. When he was asked about this, his 
face flushed red and his eyes were cast down, and he 
answered, “This is missionary work.” But can it be 
missionary work if you show the Protestants by your 
actions that you approve of their errors? Can you ever 
hope to convince someone of the error of his way if 
you approve and participate with him in his error? 
Can these Protestants have much respect for the Or- 
thodox Catholic Church and its canons when they see 
Orthodox Bishops (so-called) breaking canons left and 
right in order to please them, and then participating 
in the errors that as apostles of Christ they should 
condemn? 

The case of Bishop Nikon of Philadelphia is even 
more curious. He was consecrated in France. We will 
pass over the validity or non-validity of his consecra- 
tion' for the time being and consider him from the time 
of his arrival in the United States. By what right did 
he attempt to assume authority in a see in the United 
States? He certainly was not sent here by the Patriar- 
chate of Moscow or any other Autocephalous Orthodox 
Church. And even if he were sent here by some Auto- 
cephalous Orthodox Church other than the Moscow 
Patriarchate, he has absolutely no right to attempt to 
seize the see of the lawful Bishop of Philadelphia, 
Archbishop Adam. If it were true that he had a right 
to become Bishop of Philadelphia, then by the same 
token any Bishop could walk into another’s diocese at 
will and assume control of the diocese legally. He had 
just as much right as he would have had to go to Athens 
and say to Metropolitan of Athens, “Move over, I 
have decided to take over this diocese.” The latter 
hypothetical case is no more ridiculous than what he 
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actually did—try to seize the diocese of Archbishop 
Adam. Certainly the ordinations of Nikon in this 
country are invalid due to one or more of the follow- 
ing canons: I Ec. canon 6; I Ec. canon 16; Ap. canon 
14; Sardica 15; Carthage 91. 


And what about the poor souls who are supposed 
to have been Christmated by these priests ordained by 
Nikon in this country? Compare their case with that 
of the Renovates: Patriarch Sergius wrote—“On April 
2, 1924 an interdict was imposed upon the leaders of 
the Renovates (and consequently on all who were in 
participation with them). From that date we consider 
invalid the ordinations of the Renovates and their 
other sacraments, including in this number also Chris- 
mation, even though administered with previously con- 
secrated Chrism taken from the Church. This is be- 
cause the consecrated Chrism is not considered as a 
self- active substance which if used by any person will 
constitute a Sacrament. According to Church doctrine, 
the Sacrament of Chrismation is administered strictly 
by a Bishop, and only by delegation of his power by a 
priest, hence not by an interdicted one. Anointing ad- 






ministered for example, by a deacon or a layman would 
not be a Sacrament.” The similarities with the theoph- 
ilite schism are very great: 1) the Renovates were 
placed under interdiction. The Theophilites have been 
placed under interdiction. 2) From that date, the ordi- 
nations and other sacraments of the Renovates includ- 
ing Chrismation were considered invalid. Likewise the 
Theophilites’ ordinations and other socraments includ- 
ing chrismation may well be considered invalid. 

It might be said that the case of the Theophilites is 
different because they, unlike the Renovates, do not 
shave a married Episcopate. Actually there is no differ- 
ence. An interdict is an interdict and is binding wheth- 
er against a married “Bishop” or a celibate one. And 
incidentally, the possibility of married Bishops in the 
Theophilite group is a serious’ possibility. On more 
than one occasion married bishops have been advocated 
by Theophilites both clergy and laity. 

Therefore, the conclusions we must reach, consider- 
ing the overwhelming evidence in the case is that those 
ordained by Theophilites since the placing of the inter- 
diction are NOT Orthodox priests. 





The Mother of All Churches 


A New Challenge to Rome 


By REGINALD WRIGHT KAUFFMAN 


We reprint below Mr. Kauffman’s article explaining “Why I became an 
Orthodox Catholic,” which was originally written in 1927 and appeared in 
The Forum. We feel it is one of the few good statements of the Orthodox 
Catholic position and for this reason it is reproduced here exactly as written 
without changing outdated facts or figures. 


Mr. Kauffman’s argument can be succinctly summarized as follows: 


“We are the only True Church. We are the original fundamentalists. 


Before Rome was, we were. Before Martin Luther was born, we laughed at 


the Pope. 


“We stretch from Tokio to Athens, and our chain of new churches rises 


from New York to San Francisco. In due time we will welcome to our midst 
Roman Catholic and Protestant alike. For when the Vatican is dust we shall 
flourish. When Martin Luther and Séderblom of Upsala are forgotten, we will 
practice the Christianity of the Apostles. We are the Church Universal. We 
are now one hundred and forty million strong. We can afford to wait. For 
we know that we shall win.” 





As one born out of due time,—out of this Age of 
Advertising,—the Holy Orthodox Catholic Apostolic 
Church, commonly called the Eastern Orthodox, pres- 
ents a puzzle of publicity. An organization with 
140,000,000 members in all parts of the world, it is 
the least known to the laity of our junior denomina- 
tions and the most admired by their more cognitive 
clergy. An Orthodox Catholic wanted to join a Mason- 
ic lodge. “Are you a Protestant$” asked its investigat- 
ing committee’s spokesman.—“No.”—‘“Not a Jew?”— 
“No.”—“Hell, then you must be a Pape!” An Epis- 
copalian Bishop. offered confirmation to a divorced man 
remarried,—“‘if he wouldn't talk about it.” To the 


candidate this smelled of kitchen-door methods. “You'd 
administer Communion to an Orthodox Catholic, 
wouldn't you?”—"“Certainly. So would Rome, in ex- 
tremis.”—"But the Orthodox permit two divorces and 
three marriages!” 

That Rt. Rev. Bishop’s ignorance was unusual,—in 
a Bishop. We Orthodox are generally well advertised 
by our loving clerical friends above-mentioned. Who 
was that Greek elected because he stood second choice 
on all the preferential ballots? As the early Lutherans 
wooed us for “Reunion,” and the Nonjurors did in the 
following century, as the intransigent Vatican has never 
ceased to offer us concessions, so to-day Episcopalians, 
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English and American, the Old Catholics, and so forth, 
flirt for our favors almost competitively. Read any 
Roman Catholic book on Orthodoxy: “The best relig- 
ion, next to ours.” Any Protestant: “Next to ours, the 
best.” Consult the Malines Conversations; listen to that 
famous Lutheran, the “Protestant Pope” and Primate 
of Sweden, Archbishop Sdderblom in his towered 
Cathedral at Upsala, or hear the present Pope of Rome 
hail as “Our Brother in Christ” the Orthodox Patri- 
arch of Alexandria. At the mention of Orthodoxy, 
they sing in harmony “a new song unto the Lord.” 


The very name of this article is apprehended from 
a pean to our faith by an Anglican cleric, whom an 
Episcopalian Bishop applausively prefaces. His Grace 
of Canterbury rejoices that his ecclesiastical ancestry 
is more eastern than western. The Bishop of London, 
nearly as popular a visitor to the United States as the 
Orthodox Roumanian Queen, is president of an as 
sociation seeking union with us, and there is an organ- 
ized effort among American Episcopalians, officially 
sanctioned, to the same end,—not at all confined to 
their ritualists, either. Indeed, so wide is this populari- 
ty that the Devil has digged a pit for our pride: only, 
among other things, the sense of humor inherent in 
Orthodoxy prevents our stumbling when Episcopal 
clergymen, uncertain of their orders’ validity, and 
Lutheran pastors, desirous of a more direct commission 
that they possess, seek secret ordination of us,—pro- 
posing, thus fortified, to return and minister as for- 
merly ! 

When the Episcopalian Bishop Darlington received 
a circular letter asking financial help for our Orthodox 
Church in Geneva, he replied that he might soon be in 
that city and, “if they wish it,” then “bold a service in 
the Orthodox Church... and be of some use... finan- 
cially.” I hope he intended no simony; he got no an- 
swer. It is plesanter to recall that undisguised thrill of 
delight which passed through his sect with the report 
of our Constantinopolitan Patriarch’s affirming Angli- 
can orders; but even there it is incumbent to note that 
any such warrant could canonically run merely within 
this dignitary’s own see, and that what His Eminence 
actually said was that these orders were “as valid as 
the Roman Catholics’,” concerning which some of our 
theologians entertain grave suspicions. 


It comes, then, to this: everybody,—including the 
Primate of All England and Pius XII,—has always 
acknowledged our Apostolic lineage, no matter how 
uncertain of his own. Lately, each has realized that this 
recognition was the majority's. Now they contend who 
shall be first to capture union. I fear we must counter 
in George Cohan’s phrase: 


“What's all the shootin’ about?” 


We can't help knowing that the nice things you say 
of us have been true ab origine. 


Our age and consequent historic authority never met 
serious dispute. The rest of Christendom left the Apos- 
tolic, Patristic, until then Undivided Church when 
Rome walked out of it, and thereby established the 


modern Papacy of July 16th, 1054. We have simply 
remained. 


Our descent is without interruption: today’s Ortho- 
dox Catholic Bishop of Ephesus, for example, comes by 
unbroken line from the first head of our diocese there, 
to which St. Paul addressed his Ephesian Epistle. Be- 
side our ancient Liturgies,—admittedly St. Basil’s dates 
from the Fourth Century and is of Apostolic origin,— 
the Roman of 1570, and obtaining Anglican, Scotch, 
and Lutheran, to name no more, are adolescent. The 
generally Christian world stood unanimous at close of 
the Seventh Ecumenical Council: upon the decrees of 
the seven unchallenged councils we still stand. Here a 
sect had added thereto, there a sect subtracted there- 
from. We still accept no more, believe no less, than all 
accepted and believed when all were one. Strictly 
speaking, it is erroneous to say that we derive, how- 
ever directly, from the Undivided Church. Humbly 


conscious of our responsibilities, we are it. 


How, then, Rome broke away from us, and how, ‘be- 
cause she did, the Reformed sects broke away from her, 
requires ever a word in the West,—for Rome was the 
first Protestant. 


With St. Paul, Orthodoxy has continuously main- 
tained that the Church is a living organism of which 
“Christ is the head,” than whom there can be no other. 
Rome, quite as sincerely, began to maintain that the 
Church divinely possessed an earthly head, or vicar,— 
the Roman Patriarch, or Bishop. The Orthodox view 
was that the heads of all the five Patriarchates into 
which thé Christian world was divided,—Constantin- 
ople, Rome, Antioch, Alexandria, Jerusalem,—were 
co-equal administrators, each for his own province. 
Rome based her claim on the familiar text of the rock, 
on herself as St. Peter’s see and her Bishops as his suc- 
cessors to that credential. The other Patriarchs dis- 
puted her interpretation, declared it an innovation, 
and insisted that then, as ever, it was not even to a 
united hierarchy, but “to the whole body of the 
Church” that the custody of the Faith was committed.” 
Although stimuli to rupture multiplied, they were ex- 
pressions of hese fundamental irreconcilabilities. 


The Western Empire, shamefully left prey to bar- 
barians, had its political grudges against the cultured 
Eastern, and politics sadly intruded from both sides; 
but the basic difference here, too, was over the Church’s 
nature. Nicholas I, of Rome, repudiating his delegates, 
tried to establish his Ignatius in the Patriarchate of 
Constantinople; the three remaining Patriarchs pro- 
nounced Nicholas” deposition. When, later, Ignatius 
was seated, he himself resented Roman interference,— 
died at odds with Rome. Upon his rival's taking of- 
fice supported by more Roman delegates, the Roman 
Patriarch again repudiated his representatives’ action, 
and the fat was in the fire. 


Similarly, in disputes over such matters as unleav- 
ened bread in the Eucharist, the Roman Patriarch pro- 
tested his claim to authority; the other Patriarchs re- 
plied that this amounted to a protest for the right of 
one part of the Church to decide against the Church 
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as a whole. Followed the crisis of the Filioque contro- 
versy. 

Representative of the Universal Church and by her 
universally accepted, the General Councils had deter- 
mined the procession of the Holy Ghost as from the 
Father alone. Leo III of Rome ordered the Nicene 
Creed in this form placed on the doors of St. Peter’s 
(809); but in Spain,—to combat a lingering Arianism, 
from which our Unitarians descened by la main gauche, 

-priests piously added “and from the Son.” Charle- 
magne, who had rescued Leo from rebellion, wanted 
this retained—and the West retained it. For over 
two centuries the other Patriarchs resented that tam- 
pering with a decision of the Universal Church, which 
violated their theory of the Church's nature; the Ro- 
man Patriarch pratested with his Petrine claims. Final- 
ly there fell into the hands of Leo IX a letter against 
the innovation, from Michael Cerularius, Patriarch of 
Constantinople. Leo was certain of support from that 
Salian Emperor who had deposed Sylvester III, Bene- 
dict IX, and Gregory VI. He wrote, threatening to 
“scrub the kid’s mangy hide with biting vinegar and 
salt;” and,—Michael remaining constant to his pre- 
decessors and the other three living Patriarchs in his 
theory of the Church,—Roman legates deposited their 
master’s anathema upon the altar of St. Sophia. 


So there we are. Useless to describe a couple of abor- 


‘tive attempts at reconciliation. The Roman Catholics 


regretfully consider the Orthodox Catholics schismatics, 
but not heretics. Never having repealed their sentence 
against one Bishop of Rome, and regarding as un-ecu- 
menical both all councils later than those preceding 
the rupture and all Roman doctrines following it, the 
Orthodox sadly hold his successors and their flocks as 
certainly schismatic and probably heretical. Further- 
more, when that mourned stone which had left its 
place in the edifice began therefore to disintegrate, it 
started an inevitable process. The sects of the Refor- 
mation broke away from Rome, and have ever since 
been subdividing. The present Protestant conception of 
an ecclesiastical unit is “‘a society of good men, differ- 
ing in all their opinions, but earnestly seeking the 
truth, with a total certainty that it has not yet found, 
and with no hope that it ever will be.” 


Thus Orhodoxy’s view is that expressed in a letter 
drawn up by our 25,000 Japanese converts: 


We meet one set of envoys (Roman Catholics) 
who, to the question what their dogmas are, an- 
swer: “To-day we hold such-and-such, but what 
may be added to-morrow we cannot tell; for per- 
haps a man who has authority to do so is prepar- 
ing some new, which to-morrom we shall have to 
accept.” Envoys of another kind (Protestant) 
reply: “To-day our doctrine is so-and-so, but 
what we may drop out of it tomorrow we our- 
selves do not know.” 


We Orthodox at least are stable. Far away from 
your war of Fundamentalism and Modernism, our faith 
is fixed on: (a) Holy Scripture,—Gospels and Epistles 
are read at the Liturgy, etc.; at lesser services much 





of the Old Testament, under the title of “Parables.” 
(b) The decisions of the Seven Councils of the Un- 
divided Church ,including the Nicene Creed, elder 
brother of the so-called Apostles. We have neither 
added anything to what the Undivided Church be- 
lieved, nor subtracted aught from it. (c) Implicit in 
the preceding, the Seven Sacraments: Baptism, Chris- 
mation (Confirmation), Penance, the Eucharist, Mar- 
riage, Holy Orders, Unction. 


Outside of these limits,—rightly understood, the 
broadest in Christendom,——we are free to believe what 
we choose. Ours is a religion of happiness, rather than 
of prohibitions,—a positive religion, rather than one 
of the over-multiplied “Thou-Shalt-Nots.” Rome has 
accused us,—who have not the doctrine of the Im- 
maculate Conception !—of extravagance in our rever- 
ence of the Blessed Virgin, but our teaching rigidly dis- 
tinguishes between that reverence and the worship 
given God. I remember how, in Bermuda, good old 
Dr. Patton, ex-president of Princeton, called us image- 
adorers, whereas even our Athenian catechism de- 
nounces, in terms equaling Luther's, a misuse of the 
ikon as an intolerable violation of the Second Com- 
mandment. We don’t believe that God keeps unbap- 
tized babies out of Heaven; but we leave the state be- 
tween death and the resurrection an open question, be- 
cause the Councils did. You can’t remain a Roman 
Catholic and become a Mason; you can’t remain a 
Presbyterian and hold to the Real Presence,—but you 
can be an Orthodox Catholic and do both! 


In our practices, to be sure, Roman Catholics and 
and High-Churchmen complain that we are a little 
too high-church. Where they have a candle, we have 
three; where they have some incense, we have more; 
where they crook a timid joint, we have no shame in 
complete prostrations. It is scarcely surprising that an 
Episcopal clergyman, in the Russian Church in Paris 
beside me, was so beside himself as to exclaim: “For 
worship, you've got us backed off the mat!” 


If we, however, stand during most prayers, like the 
Calvinists, this is by order of that Nicene Council 
whose sixteenth centenary all Christendom has lately 
observed and to whose Creed it vows acceptance. Our 
Byzantine architecture is the sole architecture original- 
ly conceived for a church alone. Beside it the Gothic 
is a yearling. We admit no organs, but our Russian 
music everybody considers the world’s best ecclesiastic- 
al music,—our Greek and Syrian I consider about the 
world’s worst. Finally, the same freedom that we hold 
in extra-dogmatic thought, we hold at our services,- 
always conducted in “a tongue understanded of the 
people.” Youngsters will run to the priest and hold a 
hand while he preaches. Few of the postures are ob- 
ligatory. We possess perfect liberty of circulation. You 
are “God’s servants,” you say, and so behave as ser- 
vants in their master’s house; we are God's children 
and behave as children in the house of their father. 


With such a history, in such a belief, and with such 
services, Orthodoxy waits, then, the coming of our 
Lord, Who alone is her Head. Dispossessed of her 
greatest cathedral, her St. Peter’s,—the Emperor Jus- 
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tinian’s St. Sophia at Constantinople, now a Moslem 
mosque,—robbed of half her wonderful basilicas and 
all her wealth in Russia, she still remains a guardian of 
the Holy Sepulchre, and her hundred and forty mil- 
lions across all the world (a growing half-million in 
America) are still the warders of a revelation un- 
changed and for them unchangeable. Your martyrolo- 
gy is a finished book; while I write these words, or you 
read them, the blood of our martyrs continues to flow. 
It may not be the seed of the Church,—there is no 
Scriptural promise of Christianity’s ultimate mundane 
triumph before mundane time comes to its end,—but 
there is a promise that a remnant shall endure and 
survive; and that we are this remnant we know be- 
cause we have preserved,—because. we have neither 
added to, nor subtracted from,—that “Faith which was 
once delivered to the Saints.” 


This is an era of superstition. Through Freudian 
fads and Einstein enigmas, the sturdy materialism of 
the last century has been replaced by an eagerness to 
seize upon anything at once new and perplexing. Our 
semi-illiterate population will deny God altogether, 
without inquiry; or, without inquiry, accept Him as 
any fresh abstraction,—provided it is sufficiently ab- 
stract. The one thing that this mass of humanity will 
not believe in is the one thing which it knows. It will 
not believe in human nature,—it will not believe the 
words, ““He was made Man.” At such a crisis there is 
indeed cause for union among the few who still cher- 
ish that phrase. Many of them have lately considered 
it—we Orthodox Catholics have never forgotten it. 
From earliest times we have prayed, at each Liturgy 
we now pray, “for the goodly estate of God's holy 
churches, and for the union of them all.” 


This is well, for we embrace every bit of Rome's 
true catholicism, omitting merely her false modern 
localisms. We, whom the Reformation never touched, 
include all the affirmations of Protestantism, excluding 


only her denials of the Church preceding that from 
which she broke away. The Christian Scientist heals 
the sick by what we call prayers. We, who.consult 
physicians like two-thirds of the rest of the world, 
none the less follow the teachings of the Epistle of 
St. James, and neither do we confine our Unction to 
the relief of mere bodily ills, nor yet do we retain it 
until death is at the door. What Spiritualist has such 
communion with his dead as some of us,—so interpret- 
ing our doctrine of the Communion of the Saints,— 
are sure we have with ours? When the Universalist 
wonders at our hopes for the past unorthodox philos- 
ophers, we remind him,—or Gogol or Dostoievsky 
will,—of something even he often forgets: that “in 
My Father's house are many mansions.” The essential 
of Episcopalianism is the episcopal form of govern- 
ment: indirect descent from the Apostles. We have 
the direct descent. We have much of Calvin's theory 
of the knowledge of God as “the supreme end of hu- 
man endeavor,” the Quaker’s sense of Divinity’s im- 
manence, Luther’s opposition to post-patristic innova- 
tions, the Baptist’s total immersion, the fervor of wor- 
ship inherent in the Methodists and other evangelicals. 
We have all these things because the Undivided Church 
had them,—and, because we are the Undivided Church, 
we had them first. 


Because our whole structure is founded on the pre- 
servation in fact of the Undivided Church’s faith and 
practice, we can concede nothing; but exactly because 
we are so founded,—because we will acknowledge no 
more and no less than what was “always everywhere 
received by all Christians” in the Undivided Church, 
ours alone can be that Via Media which Newman, 
Anglican priest and Roman Cardinal, sought sadly, 
and in vain. «byau Uma Tocnoane, 6aarocazoBeHnno, 01 
HbiHe H 20 Beka». (Blessed be the name of the Lord 
from this time forth and for evermore.) 


We can wait. 





Notes Concerning Public Worship 


By Tue Rr. Rev. MIcHAEL G. H. GELSINGER 


Pastor of Theophany Parish, Fuffalo, N. T., 
and Professor of Greek and Latin 
at the University of Buffalo. 


1. The basic statement on the obligation to attend 
Orthodox Services is Sixth Occumenical 80, with 
which are cited Sardis 11 and 12 and Gangra 5 and 20. 

Any person who without sufficient reason is absent 
from Church for three consecutive Sundays is deposed 
if he is of the Clergy, and excommunicated if he is of 


(The present article is an extract from Dr. Gelsinger's book, 
which is in the final stages of preparation for printing. Also 
from his book was the article “The Teachings of the Canons 


on Baptism and Confirmation’ in ONE CHURCH Sept. 
1950, p. 13). 


the Laity. For, says the Pedalion, such an one either is 
not truly one of the Faithful; or else as a scorner of 
the Hymnody and Prayers offered to God by the 
Christian Community he incurs the anathema pro- 
nounced by Gangra 5 and 20 on the Eustathians, who 
were condemned for scorning the Church, the assem- 
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blies for worship, and the Remembrances of Martyrs 
by mention and dedication, and condemned also for 
teaching that people may worship anywhere and ought 
not worship as members of communities. It is specified 
that inconvenience and surmountable impediments are 
not sufficient reason or excuse for absence. 


Furthermore, on Sardis 12 rests the Rule that all 
Clergy of every rank must read daily, and that the 
Laity should daily hear or read, the “Heptadic Se 
quence” (Ps. 118; 164), described in the Pedalion as 
including Mesonyktics, Orthros, the Hours, Vespers, 
and Aftervespers. If the complete Heptad cannot be 
read, the irreducible minimum is Orthros and Vespers, 
the Annotator adding that with Orthros the Mass is 
naturally understood to be included. The Slavonic 
Skrizhal says that Mass is not included for reading, 
and that the Heptad for reading consists of Mesonyk 
tics, Orthros with First Hour, Third Hour, Sixth Hour, 
Ninth Hour, Vespers, and Aftervespers. 


2. The basic statements of the obligation to shun the 
assemblages and temples of heretics are Apostolic 45, 
46, and 65, at which places in the Pedalion there are 
references to other Canons also. 


According to Orthodox Doctrine and Orthodox 
Canon Law (Second Oecumenical 6; Nomokanon 12.2 
the term heretic applies to all persons who claim to be 
Christian but nevertheless are not members of the Or- 
thodox Catholic Church. The Pedalion applies the 
term both to Roman Catholics and to those who ad- 
here to the doctrines or assemblages of Protestants. 

If any Bishop, Priest, or Deacon has prayed with 
heretics, or has entered into their temples or assem- 
blages, he is deposed, and if any lay person has done 
the like, he is excommunicated. Evasive subtleties are 
excluded by the direct and unambiguous language of 
the Canons. 


Nikephoros 36 forbids the Orthodox to use the tem- 
ples of heretics as temples, for the reason that the Or- 
thodox naturally must refuse to recognize that heretics 
have any power or authority to make valid dedications 
of temples: “We prescribe that in case of necessity the 
churches dedicated by heretics may be entered, and 
and used for the singing of Psalms as a common house 
might be, if a Cross shall first have been set up there- 
in; but then it is not allowed to approach the altars of 
such churches, nor to burn incense therein, nor to con- 
duct prayer therein, nor to light any candle or lamp 
therein.” 


Schismatics are persons or groups of persons who 
for disobedience to the Canons have been declared by 


COANE 


lawful Patriarchal Authority to be in schism. Because 
they are separated from the Unity of the Orthodox 
Catholic Faithful, schismatic Clergy are incapable of 
performing valid Sacraments; and any Orthodox per- 
sons who has religious fellowship with them is made 
schismatic himself from the very moment of that act, 
regardless of his rank. The only defense available to 
those declared to be schismatic is a valid charge that 
the decreeing Authority is guilty of substantia] and 
notorius deviation from Orthodox doctrine: for if any 
superior so deviates, his inferiors have not only the 
right but also the duty to separate from him. 


3. The basic statement on music in the Church is 
Sixth Oecumenical 75. This Canon defines that Church 
Song is prayer, and decrees that Singers are therefore 
forbidden to use their voices in Church for displaying 
personal virtuosity or in any other way better suited 
to the theater that-to the Church. 


This conception of Hymnody as prayer, expounded 
by the Commentators on the Canons and also by the 
Fathers from the days of St. Basil and St. John Chrys- 
ostom, means that the primary purpose of singing is 
not to adorn the text but to help the hearer to com- 
prehend the text better, syllable by syllable, for melody 
more olerably than plain reading permits the pace of 
delivery to be adapted to the hearer’s needs. Inasmuch 
as adornment is incidental, and can be supplied sufh- 
ciently by the unassisted singing voice, instrumental 
accompaniment is unnecessary and unchurchly. In- 
deed, the Commentator in the Pedalion (page 281) 
even speaks with bitter distaste of music composed to 
make voices mimic musical instruments—as, for ex- 
ample, when voices sustain agreeable polyphonic struc- 
tures without words in the manner of a pipe organ to 
supply a background for recitative. There is no objec- 
tion, of course, to true polyphonic singing. 


There is no Orthodox Tradition more characteris- 
tically and authentically Orthodox than the Tradition 
that the Orthodox do not and shoul not permit the use 
of musical instruments at Orthodox Services or even 
the presence of musical instruments in Orthodox 
Temples. 

Laodicea 15 requires Singers to sing from approved 
books, and forbids the use of extemporized or unap- 
proved music. In our day, disobedience of this Canon 
leads particularly to undignified and tasteless disfigure- 
ment of the Wedding Service when people, more Or- 
thodox in name than in spirit and attitude borrow 
music from Protestant and secular soufces to be fashion- 
able, in spite of its dreadful unsuitability.to the Ortho- 
dox Service and Orthodox Temple 
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The Problem of Mixed Marriages 


and Church Communion 


There are several types of mixed marriages but there 
is only one kind of Mixed Marriage that is recognized 
by the Orthodox Catholic Church of Christ. Although 
the Church would prefer her children to marry each 
other, through her condescension to their weaknesses 
she has allowed the mixed-marriage of an Orthodox 
Catholic with a properly baptized Christian of a hetero- 
dox creed which is solemnized in an Orthodox Catholic 
Church before an Orthodox Catholic priest. This. is the 
only kind of mixed marriage that an Orthodox person 
can possibly participate in. All others are not recog- 
nized by the Church and are not considered as valid 
marriages. Furthermore, in this type of marriage all of 
the rules which apply to the marriages of Orthodox 
Catholics remain in force: The marriage must be sol- 
emnized in a Church edifice; the celebrant can only be 
a canonical priest; the non-Orthodox party must be a 
Christian and show proof of proper baptism; the chil- 
dren of mixed marriages must be reared in the Ortho- 
dox Faith; the non-Orthodox party must not interfer in 
the profession of Faith of the Orthodox party. 


The marriage of an Orthodox Catholic with a person 
professing a heterodox creed which is solemnized in an 
Non-Orthodox church or rectory, or in the office of 
some civil officer or Justice of the Peace or elsewhere is 
not a marriage in the eyes of the Church. The Ortho- 
dox party who contracts such a marriage has commit- 
ted a great sacrilege and sin and cannot be considered 
as anything but cut off from the Church. The Ortho- 
dox party continuing in such a marriage is continuing 
in sin. 


There are some ill-advised Orthodox people who labor 
under the impression that a marriage contracted in a 
Roman Catholic rectory is permissible in the eyes of 
the Church. They consider that since they did not be- 
come complete apostate to the Faith, i.e. did not become 
converts to the Roman Church, they are still members 
of the Church in good standing. They are wrong. Or- 
thodox Catholics are forbidden to even pray with 
schismatics and heretics let alone receive sacraments 
from them (Council of Antioch, Canon 2; Laod., 
Canon 33). 


The Orthodox Church founded by Christ is Christ's 
Body. She possesses the fullness of Grace possessed by 
no other ecclesiastical community separated from her. 
She contains within herself all the sacraments needed 
for the salvation of her children and if her children are 
in need of any such as the Sacrament of Matrimony, 
only she can bestow it. Only within herself can certain 
salvation be attained and only her sacraments have cer- 
tain Grace. 

Since Christ founded only One Church all the oth- 
ers in the world not in communion with Orthodoxy 
are false: They have betrayed Christ by leaving His 
Body. They are dead limbs off His Tree of Life. If Or- 
thodox catholics receive ministrations at the hands of 
Christ’s enemies they assist in perpetuating these anti- 
Christian sects. They receive nothing from these min- 
istrations but condemnation for themselves. The canons 
clearly state that those who pray or receive ministra- 
tions from heretics or schismatics themselves become 
heretics or schismatics. 


People in this state are living a sin. Yet many of 
these people dare to approach the Chalice and when 
turned aside complain bitterly. There are others, mar- 
ried outside the Church many years ago, who receive 
Holy Communion without devulging their secret to the 
priest. They drink condemnation to themselves if they 
do this knowingly. If a priest knowingly permits 
such a person to communicate he is casting pearls be- 
fore swine and will answer for it before the Dread 
Judge. No Orthodox Catholic married outside the 
Household of Faith can participate in the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice. 

The dilemma of such people can be resolved by two 
means: 1) The Orthodox person must separate from 
the heterodox party and do penance for his sin; 2) the 
marriage must be solemnized in the Church before a 
priest and witnesses. Only when one or the other of 
the above solutions to the problem is acted upon can 
the Orthodox party be again re-instated into the graces 
of the Church and be vouchsafed the privilege of com- 
municating of the Precious Body and Blood of Christ. 


]. Zhuk 
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